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Re:  International Business Machines Corporation Availability:

Incoming letter dated December 1, 2003
Dear Mr. Moskowitz:

This is in your response to your letter of December 1, 2003 concerning a
shareholder proposal submitted to IBM by Patrick F. Napolitano. Noting that the
proposal appears to be similar to the same proponent's proposal in International Business
Machines Corporation, December 29, 1994, we believe that the forward-looking relief
that we provided in that earlier response is sufficient to address his recent proposal.
Accordingly, we believe that a specific no-action response 1s unnecessary. -

In connection with this matter, your attention is directed to the enclosure, which
sets forth a brief discussion of the Division's informal procedures regarding shareholder
proposals.
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w Deputy Director

cc: Mr. Patrick F. Napolitano
622 S.E. Degan Drive
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Office of the Vice President, Assistant General Counsel New Orchard Road
Armonk, NY 10504

December 1, 2003 -~ N
Securities and Exchange Commission s R
Office of Chief Counsel U
Division of Corporation Finance LS T
450 Fifth Street, N.W., Judiciary Plaza R
Washington, D.C. 20549 =T
""‘.. Gl
Subject: IBM 2004 Shareholder Proposal of Patrick F. Napolitano

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Pursuant to Rule 14a-8(j) under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, | am
enclosing six (6) copies of a submission dated October 26, 2003 (the "Proposal")
from Mr. Patrick F. Napolitano (hereinafter the "Proponent"), a former employee
of International Business Machines Corporation (the "Company" or "IBM") (See
Exhibit A). IBM believes the Proposal, described by the Proponent again this
year as another "PRO PATRIA AMERICA" Proposal, may be properly omitted
from the proxy materials for IBM's 2004 annual meeting of shareholders (the
"2004 Annual Meeting") on the grounds discussed below.

To the extent that the reasons for omission stated in this letter are based on
matters of law, these reasons are the opinion of the undersigned as an attorney
licensed and admitted to practice in the State of New York.

I.  THE COMPANY AGAIN REQUESTS CABOT' RELIEF WITH
RESPECT TO THE INSTANT PROPOSAL, AS IT ASKS FOR
THE SAME RELIEF AS THE PROPOSAL PREVIOUSLY

SUBMITTED BY THE PROPONENT FOR WHICH CABOT
RELIEF WAS EXPLICITLY PROVIDED FOR IN CONNECTION
WITH PROPONENT’S 1994 SUBMISSION, AND WHICH

RELIEF WAS SUBSEQUENTLY GRANTED TO THE

!Cabot Corporation (November 4,1994). IBM was first afforded the ability to receive Cabot
treatment for future proposals from this Proponent in the staff's letter to the Company in
connection with the 1995 proxy statement. See |BM (December 29, 1994). Further, utilizing the
1994 letter, the staff later provided Cabot relief in connection with the Proponent’s 1997, 2000,
2001 and 2002 submissions to IBM. See IBM (January 6, 1998); IBM (January 10, 2001); IBM
(December 20, 2001) and IBM (January 15, 2003; reconsideration denied, April 8, 2003). The
Company again requests Cabot relief under the terms of the December 29, 1994 letter to the
Company, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B.
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COMPANY BY THE STAFF IN CONNECTION WITH THE
PROPONENT’S 1997, 2000, 2001 AND 2002 SUBMISSIONS.

In 1994, in connection with the Proponent’s submission for consideration in
connection with our 1995 proxy statement, the staff concurred in the Company’s
request to omit the entire submission under former Rule 14a-8(c)(4) as relating
to the Proponent’s long-standing personal grievance against the Company. See
International Business Machines Corporation (December 29, 1994). More
importantly, however, following a careful review of the Proponent’s history in this
arena, which was evidenced by his long-standing and repeated abuse of the
shareholder proposal process with IBM going as far back as 1979, the
Commission also granted the Company’s specific request for future relief as it
would apply to similar submissions from this particular stockholder. Such relief,
known colloquially as Cabot-type relief, provided specifically that:

This response shall also apply to any future submissions to the
Company of a same or similar proposal by the same proponent. The
Company’s statement under rule 14a-8(d) shall be deemed by the
staff to satisfy the Company’s future obligations under 14a-8(d) with
respect to the same or similar proposals submitted by the same
proponent.

International Business Machines Corporation (December 29, 1994). A copy of
the 1994 Proposal, together with the Commission’s 1994 no-action letter to the
Company relating thereto are both set forth in Exhibit B hereto.

In 1997, when the Proponent again lodged a similar proposal in connection with
our 1998 proxy statement, the Company submitted another no-action letter
request to exclude the submission. Following a review of the Proposal, the staff
specifically informed the Company that the proposal could be omitted, inasmuch
as it fell within the “forward looking” provisions of the staff's 1994 letter to IBM.
In particular, the staff wrote:

Noting that the proposal appears to be similar to the same
proponent’s proposal in International Business Machines Corp.,
December 29, 1994, we believe that the forward-looking relief that we
provided in that earlier response is sufficient to address his recent
proposal. Accordingly we believe that a specific no-action response
is unnecessary.

2 The Staff's no-action letter files for this Proponent should include the following letters to the
Company. Numerous other letters were submitted by Mr. Napolitano both to the staff as well as
the Company related to his personal issues with the Company. International Business Machines
Corporation (January 12, 1979); International Business Machines Corporation (February 5, 1880);
International Business Machines Corporation (February 26, 1987); International Business
Machines Corporation (November 30, 1987); International Business Machines Corporation
(January 25, 1988); International Business Machines Corporation (February 12, 1990);
International Business Machines Corpaoration (January 14, 1991); International Business
Machines Corperation (February 13, 1992); International Business Machines Corporation
{December 15, 1992); International Business Machines Corporation (December 14, 1993);
International Business Machines Corporation {December 29, 1994); International Business
Machines Corporation (January 8, 1998); International Business Machines Corporation (January
10, 2001); International Business Machines Corporation (December 20, 2001) and International
Business Machines Corporation (January 15, 2003).
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See staff letter to IBM (January 6, 1998) (also attached as Exhibit C to IBM's
no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001).

In 2000, the Proponent resurfaced with another stockholder proposal. By letter
December 6, 2000, the Company again requested Cabot relief. The staff
granted such relief by letter dated January 10, 2001, providing IBM with the
same response as 1998. See staff letter to IBM (January 10, 2001) (attached as
Exhibit D to IBM's no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001).

In 2001, after the Proponent filed another proposal, the staff again granted
Cabot relief for the 2002 proxy statement. See International Business Machines
Corporation (December 20, 2001).

Last year, after the Proponent came in again with yet another proposal, the staff
again granted Cabot relief to IBM. See International Business Machines
Corporation (January 15, 2003) (See Exhibit C). The Proponent, unbeknownst
to IBM, appealed the staff's decision, and by letter dated April 8, 2003, the staff
properly denied the Proponent's request for reconsideration, copying IBM on the
staff's response (See Exhibit C).

The Proponent has again resurfaced, and has now filed another stockholder
proposal for the 2004 proxy statement (See Exhibit A). He again seeks relief
similar to what he sought in his 1994 proposal. As a result, we must again
request Cabot relief for the 2004 proxy statement. The instant Proposal, entitled:
" |A PRO PATRIA AMERICA PETITIONS FOR CORPORATE - FIDUCIARY
DUTY-GOVERNANCE, " although garbled and replete with personal invective,
seeks for the Board to act

"BY IMMEDIATELY EFFECTUATING THE SEPARATION -
INDIVIDUALIZATION -- OF THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS' POSITION
FROM THAT OF THE CHAIRMEN OF THE BOARD...." (sic). (See Exhibit A)

As noted above, the current Proposal seeks relief identical to one of the actions
the Proponent would have had the Company take in the Proponent's 1994 Pro
Patria America! Proposal on Corporate Governance. In this connection, the
Proponent's 1994 Proposal sought, among other things, for the Company to
"INDIVIDUALIZE CEO-CHAIR POSITIONS." A copy of the complete text of the
Proponent's 1994 Proposal is attached in Exhibit B for the convenience of the
staff.

The Proponent's tune has not changed over the years. He seeks the same relief
through his stockholder proposals, and, even more notably, the Proponent calls
this fact out himself. As an integral part of the Proponent's continuing attack on
the Company -- first, for firing him, and then, for not reinstating him to active
employment -- the Proponent this year writes -- both in the supporting statement
to the current Proposal as well as in his cover letter to the Proposal -~ that the
instant Proposal seeks the same relief as he had earlier sought in his 1994 and
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1997 stockholder proposals to the Company. In this connection, the Proponent
states in the last sentence of his supporting statement to the Proposal:

"JUST THINK WHAT MIGHT HAVE BEEN HAD THE S.E.C. APPROVED THE
1994 OR 1997 IA PRO PATRIA AMERICA PETITIONS FOR THE
SEPARATION OF CEO AND CHAIR POSITIONS. PERHAPS NO BUBBLE,
REDUCED CRIMINAL FRAUD." (sic)

(See Exhibit A) (emphasis added)

Were this not enough, the Proponent's cover letter to the instant Proposal aiso
advances the same thought -- that he himself had recommended this action
some time ago, and that we have not implemented it. On line 6 of the letter
accompanying the Proposal, the Proponent writes:

"IRREFUTABLE, THE DIRE NEED -- REQUIREMENT IN OUR NATION'S VITAL
INTERESTS -- FOR THE SEPARATION OF THE CEO POSITION FROM THAT
OF THE CHAIRMAN'S POSITION -- TO ENSURE AN INDEPENDENT, FULLY
COMMITTED TO -- AND ACCESSIBLE BY -- THE SHAREHOLDERS -
EFFECTIVE BOARD CHAIRMAN AND DIRECTORS, WAS CLEARLY
EVIDENT, AB INITIO, AND RECOMMENDED IN PROPONENT- RELATOR'S
IA PETITIONS PRO PATRIA PETITIONS TO IBM, et al., AS EXEMPLIFIED IN
THE REFERENCED 1994 AND 1997 1A PETITIONS...." (sic)

(See cover letter to Exhibit A)(emphasis added)

From the above, we can clearly see that the Proponent, sua sponte, has called
out that he is again seeking the same relief as he did in 1994 and 1997 (i.e.,
separation of the Chairman from the CEQ). In addition to the fact that his own
two references this year to his earlier proposals from 1994 and 1997 simplifies
the Cabot® analysis, it is clear the Proponent hasn't evened the score, and is
using this tool simply to harass IBM.

It is unfortunate that the instant Proponent continues to blame IBM for his own
miscues; like a broken record, he still seeks retribution for actions that occurred
almost two generations ago, by persons who for the most part, are either
retired, dead, or otherwise long gone from IBM. Not only is the present
submission impermissible under Rule 14a-8(i)(4), see Argument ll, infra, the

*The Company's 1997 and 2000 submissions, to which the Staff applied the forward-looking relief
under Cabot, describes the similarities between the 1997 and 1994 submissions by the instant
Proponent. The Company's 2000 submission showed similar comparisons between the 2000
submission, the 1997 submission and the 1994 submission, and the Company's 2001 submission
showed similarities to prior submissions. (See IBM's request for no-action relief dated November
19, 2001, at pp. 1-6). Reference is also hereby made to pages 2-8 of the Company’s November
30, 1997 letter and pages 4-8 of the Company's December 6, 2000 letter to the Staff on the
details relating to this matter. The Proponent's 1997 nine page submission to the Company is
attached as Exhibit G to IBM's no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001.
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Proposal is also clearly subject to exclusion under the Cabot rationale. Hence,
consistent with the position of the staff to the Company in connection with the
Proponent’s 1994, 1997, 2000, 2001 and 2002 submissions, under which the
staff afforded “forward-looking” relief under Cabot, the Company again requests
such relief for the instant Proposal. See Unocal Corporation (March 30,
2000)(recent grant of Cabot-type relief). The Proponent continues to dwell on the
same themes as he did in his 1994, 1997, 2000 and 2001 and 2002 submissions
-- (the allegedly wrongful, illegal and/or immoral acts of the Company) -- to which
the staff initially offered (in 1994), and has four times since provided Cabot
relief. The Company is now hereby again providing this statement to the staff
and the Proponent, in a manner consistent with the directive of the staff and
current Rule 14a-8(j), in order to satisfy the Company’s obligations with respect
to the exclusion of the instant Proposal. The Company now respectfully requests
the concurrence of the staff that Cabot treatment--i.e., the "forward-looking relief"
that the staff provided to IBM earlier--will again apply to exclude the instant
Proposal from our proxy statement.

Il. THE PROPOSAL MAY ALSO BE OMITTED UNDER RULE
14a-U(L)'$'4? A PERSONAL_ GRIEVANCE DESIGNED TO
RES N A BENEFIT TO THE PROPONENT WHICH IS NOT
SHARED WITH OTHER IBM SHAREHOLDERS AT LARGE.

The Company firmly believes that Cabot relief, as formally requested in
Argument |, is again proper. In addition, however, Rule 14a-8(i)(4) clearly
permits omission of a proposal that relates to the redress of a personal claim or
grievance against the company, or if it is designed to result in a benefit to the
proponent or to further a personal interest, which benefit or interest is not shared
with other shareholders at large.  This is precisely such a situation.

The Proponent’s instant submission is at least the Proponent’s fourteenth (14th)
formal stockholder “PRO PATRIA AMERICA” (sic) proposal submitted to the
Company, and the latest of dozens of other correspondences sent to the
Company, its Board members, and others over the years, all emanating out of
his termination of employment from IBM in 1970. The instant Proposal is no
more than another twisted manifestation of his long-standing personal vendetta
against the Company for terminating his employment from the Company
thirty-three (33) years ago.

As noted above, the last time the Proponent submitted documentation requiring
the Commission’s attention under Rule 14a-8 in 2002, we noted to the
Commission that the Proponent's submission consisted of a variety of
allegations lambasting the Company and its management. We will not repeat all
- of these allegations. Reference, however, is made to the Company's no-action
letter requests (including attachments) resulting in the staff's position with
respect to this Proponent's submissions. International Business Machines
Corporation (December 29, 1994); International Business Machines Corporation
(January 6, 1998); International Business Machines Corporation (January 10,
2001); international Business Machines Corporation (December 20, 2001) and
International Business Machines Corporation (January 15, 2003, reconsideration
denied, April 8, 2003).
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In addition, by way of further background, the Company’'s 1994 letter to the
Commission, [nternational Business Machines Corporation (December 29,
1994), seeking no-action relief under former Rule 14a-8(c)(4), also provided a
great amount of detail on the history this particular Proponent has had with the
Company over the years; of the Proponent’s deep-seated animosity toward the
Company and its officers and directors following his termination in 1970; for the
Company's refusal to reinstate him to active IBM employment; of the Proponent’s
subsequent abuse of the shareholder proposal process as a means for getting
even with the Company, and for the Proponent’s attempt to vent publicly his
personal grievances in other correspondence. Nothing has changed.

Moreover, there have been --and continue to be -- other correspondences, some
of which the Proponent has sent directly to the SEC without copying the
undersigned. Other than to reference the Company's earlier letters for the
convenience of the staff, the Company will not repeat all of their details.
However, it is clearly evident that the Proponent’s animosity toward the Company
has not abated, as evidenced by his ongoing and continuous correspondence to
the SEC, the Company, and others, containing a variety of false and misleading
statements, as well as the now annual proposals as a stockholder, seeking
retribution against the Company for these same allegedly wrongful activities.

This year's Proposal is merely another attempt to punish IBM for his being fired
from IBM 33 years ago. As described, infra, the Proponent continues to re-raise
these same matters over and over with the Company. Further comparisons of
the proposals, as well as other interim correspondence, reveal that we continue
to see the Proponent’s showing his scorn for the Company for its unwillingness
to adhere to the Proponent's personal demands. The Proponent continues to
point to current and historical events, and he attempts to assert that the
Company has not acted in a forthright manner with him. Further, as can be seen
from his earlier correspondence in connection with the 1994, 1997, 2000, 2001
and 2002 letters, the Proponent’s continues to rehash his own claim that IBM did
not treat him in a forthright manner; first he believes IBM should not have
terminated his employment, and second, that IBM management should have
adhered to various basic beliefs of the Company, and reinstated him to
employment. The Proponent has manifested this theme in different ways. For
example, in the 1997 proposal, he wrote: “Board & Officers’
failures--dereliction of duties, being utter conflict of interests, flagrant
discrimination, violations of policies, rules, regulations, guidelines,
prescriptive ‘beliefs’, contracts--virtual booty before duty”. (sic)

(See Exhibit G to IBM's no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001, page
3 of 9)

Similarly, the Proponent's 2000 submission stated:

“IBM persists in betraying IBM’s alleged (false pretenses?)
‘Beliefs’--Legally binding prescriptive contracts to profit wrongful IBM at
the expense of IBM’s employees and IBM's integrity, chronicling a pattern
of culpable IBM misprision as manifested in the Chair's unethical practiced
penchant for stifling free speech in pursuit of constitutional rights of
employees to due process for redress of grievances....”

(See Exhibit F to IBM's no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001)
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Last year, the Proponent's submission provided, in part, that:

IRREFUTABLE, 1BM AWRY, ENTRENCHED IN THE REFUGE OF
HYPOCRITICAL SUBTERFUGE, SURREPTITIOUSLY - ABUSING AGENCY
RULES AND REGULATIONS TO VITIATE U.S. CONSTITUTION--EVADES
CRUX OF LAWFULLY MANDATED PRO PATRIA AMERICA! PETITIONS,
AIDED AND ABETTED BY AGENCY - PETITIO PRINCIPII -- FALLACIOUSLY
ASSUMING IBM PREMISE FOR REJECTION WHICH IBM FAILS TO PROVE;
AGENCY "BEGS THE QUESTION,” WRONGFULLY RULES - NON
SEQUITOR - REJECTS PROPOSALS.

(See Exhibit A to IBM's no-action letter request dated December 16, 2002).

This year's Proposal, filed in October 2003, is also no different. As the
Proponent writes within the supporting statement to the current Proposal:

EXTREMELY ARBITRARY (TYRANNICAL CULPABLE IBM - FED AIDED &
ABETTED, RELENTLESSLY WRONGFULLY EXCORIATES - CRUCIFIES -
SUPPRESSES (CONSPIRED MISPRISION, DELIBERATE DERELICTION OF
DUTY, DESTRUCTION OF JUSTICE AND THE BILL OF RIGHTS, etc) PRO
PATRIA AMERICA!S PROPONENT RELATOR'S IA PETITIONS FOR BEING
THE PROPONENT'S PERSONAL GRIEVANCES "CRUSADE FOR AMERICA
AGAINST ARBITRARY IBM's HISTORIC, CULTURAL IMPERATIVE CRIMINAL
FRAUD, INEXPIABLE I|BM CRIMES PERPETRATED, PERPETUATED
UNAVENGED AGAINST HUMANITY AND AMERICA!..."

(See Exhibit A)

To better understand what is going on here, additional information about the
Proponent's own IBM history can be gleaned from various other correspondence
the Proponent has written. To this end, as recently as September 2, 2003, the
Proponent wrote to our Chairman and CEO, Samuel J. Palmisano, complaining
about his own IBM employment history (which ended in 1970), including how the
Proponent believed he was wronged by IBM. (See Exhibit D) In appealing to
Mr. Palmisano to right IBM's wrongs and reinstate him (after 33 years), the
Proponent wrote:

IBM's "CONSPIRED TYRANNY PERMANENTLY TRAUMATIZED ME ON THE
MISCREANT IBM MALMANAGEMENT'S DEATH TRAP THEY DELIBERATELY
INSTALLED ON THE US.AF. B-52 BOMBER AIRCRAFT SYSTEM
ENVIRONMENTAL TEST FACILITY.....IBM CRIMINALLY SCARRED, SCARED
AND SCREWED US FOR DEATH, TO COVER MISCREANT MANAGEMENT'S
MISERABLE BUTTS, TERRORIZED US IN EXTREMIS - DENIGRATED US TO
IBM WATSON'S VIRULENT VILE "MEASURED MILE" IBM MOBIA'S KISS OF
DEATH ROW TO FORCE RESIGNATION OR ENDURE IBM CONSPIRED
TERMINATION. IBM ASSAULTED INTIMIDATED, DENIGRATED US, THEN
WITHOUT CAUSE AND DEFORCED OF RECOURSE, UNLAWFULLY,
WRONGFULLY FIRED US, DISGRACED, SLANDERED, LIBELED US
RELENTLESSLY. AUTOCRATIC WASTES, CRONY C.O.L.A.G.-- DIRECTORS
VIRULENTLY PERPETRATE AND PERPETUATE UNLAWFUL DIABOLICALLY
CONSPIRED INEXPIABLE CRIMES, INFERNAL ATROCITIES AGAINST ME
AND MY FAMILY, VIA FACTA, IBM's EVIL UNLAWFUL, ULTRA VIRES
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RETALIATION FOR OUR DUTIFUL PERSEVERANCE IN OUR BONA FIDE
PRO PATRIA IMPERATIVE DUTIES TO LAWS GOD AND COUNTRY..."

"...I PUT AMERICA'S INTERESTS AND I[BM's INTEREST ABOVE MY
FAMILY'S VITAL INTERESTS MUCH TO MY UTTER CHAGRIN -- A
MONUMENTAL MISTAKE, FOR IN THE COURSE OF EVENTS IT BECAME
VERY CLEAR THAT IBM CORP WATSONS C.O.L.A.-G, et al , ARE THE VERY
WORST OF THE WORLDS WORST TYRANTS, AND THE SOURCE OF I1BM's
EVIL OMNIPOTENT POWERS..."

.EVIL WATSON's |IBM BETRAYED US, DESTROYED OUR LIVES, OUR
RIGHTS TO FREEDOM FROM TYRANNY... (sic)

(See Exhibit D)

After nearly a full page of the Proponent's describing his side of his termination
from IBM and his fruitiess attempts for reinstatement, inciuding his view of IBM's:

"PERSECUTION OF US IN EXTREMIS INHERENT TO IBM's REIGN OF
TERROR, LEGACY OF TYRANNY! CONSPIRED PERPETRATIONS
AGAINST US BY WICKED WATSON, EGREGIOUSLY PERPETUATED
AGAINST US...",

the Proponent concluded his letter, somewhat incredibly, by stating:

"WILL YOU PLEASE RIGHT IBM's WRONGS? WE DESERVE
REINSTATEMENT - CLOSURE. N.B. PLEASE ADVISE US THE AMOUNT OF
OUR ACCRUED PENSION - 48 YEARS."

(See Exhibit D)

This letter, like all the others, was unsolicited, and is wholly outside of the annual
proxy statement process. However, it is valuable because it provides us with a
fresh view from the Proponent of his long-standing personal grievance with IBM.
More importantly, the Proponent’s letter also provides us with a clear and direct
linkage between the Proponent's own history, his personal grievances with IBM,
and his habitual filing of stockholder proposals with the IBM Secretary's office. In
this connection, in the penultimate paragraph of his letter -- immediately before
the Proponent's request for reinstatement -- the Proponent refers directly to his
many stockholder proposals; in the Proponent’s unique parlance, the "lA
PETITIONS PRO PATRIA AMERICA!"

The Proponent notes his view that his grievance-related stockholder proposais
are all valid and that we have been unlawfully suppressing them.

"THE PREMISES-CLAIMS, CHARGES AGAINST IBM OF OUR BONA FIDE 1A
PETITIONS FOR PRO PATRIA AMERICA! ARE FACTUAL, OF EMINENT
LEGAL MERIT -- BASED IN CONSTITUTION LAW, INTER ALIOS, HAVE NOT,
CANNOT BE REFUTED BY IBM, DESPITE IBM's UNLAWFUL CONDUCT IN
SUPPRESSING - MALIGNANT MISPRISION SAID PETITIONS."

(See Exhibit D)
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The Proponent's linkage of his PRO PATRIA AMERICA! stockholder proposals
to his long-standing personal grievances with IBM cannot be more obvious. In
one document, we can see the entire picture. A disgruntled ex-employee who
continues to seek reinstatement, and who continues to file stockholder proposals
because we won't reinstate him. Were it not already evident from the
Proponent's long-standing history with 1BM, as set forth in the undersigned's
letters to the staff, the Proponent has now, on his own, linked his own personal
grievances with 1BM to his ongoing filing of stockholder proposals. Since we will
not reinstate him, given his history, it is likely that the Proponent will continue his
own personal crusade against IBM for terminating him in 1970 and not
reinstating him, but we continue to maintain that the 14a-8 process should not be
a part of the Proponent's arsenal going forward.

But this is hardly new news. See International Business Machines Corporation
(February 5, 1980), infra. In addition, by way of recent comparison, we received
many other letters from the Proponent over the years. In 2001, he sent us a
similar letter, attached as Exhibit H to IBM's no-action request letter dated
November 19, 2001. The Proponent’s personal grievances, found in such other
interim correspondences, have clearly not abated. In [BM's 2000 submission to
the SEC, the Company also cited an April 8, 1999 letter from the Proponent.
After lambasting the Company’s former chairman and the board, in another
reference to himself and his personal situation, the Proponent noted that:

“We suffer 40 years + IBM criminally inflicted injury, fraud, deprivation
of our rights, persecution in extremis at the bloody hands of venal, evil
IBM for our adherence to principles “Beliefs,”" dedication to imperative
duty in the service, defense of Americal”

(See Exhibit | to IBM's no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001-
penultimate paragraph)

Were this not enough, these correspondences can also be compared to the May
9, 2001 letter we received from the Proponent complaining about his own
personal situation on how he was wrongfully fired from IBM and not reinstated.
(See Exhibit H to IBM no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001) For
example, the May 9, 2001 correspondence -- a six page submission with
attachments -- the Proponent stated, in the fifth paragraph of the first page:

ALAS, VIRULENTLY VENAL IBM, ab initio CONTINUUM, PERSISTS IN IBM'S
DELIBERATE, DIABOLICALLY OPPOSED TO MANIFEST TRUTH & REASON,
DERELICTION OF IBM'S IMPERATIVE FIDUCIARY DUTIES, i.e., IBM
PERPETUATES THE ENORMOUS WICKEDNESS OF WATSON IBM'S
BRUTAL BREACH OF LEGALLY BINDING FEDERAL - IBM CONTRACTS, IBM
'‘BELIEFS' - CONTRACTS IBM WITH MY FAMILY & ME.

N.B. WIDELY KNOWN TO IBM LINE, EXECUTIVE, SENIOR MANAGEMENT
AS MATTERS OF FACT AND IBM'S OFFICIAL LEGALLY DOCUMENTED &
IBM AUTHORITATIVELY VALIDATED RECORDS IN THE CHAIRMEN,
BOARDS' POSSESSION AND KNOWLEDGE, MISCREANT IBM
MANAGEMENT CRIMINALLY BURNED MY BRAIN THEN BUSTED MY BUTT*

*Similar language can be found in the cover letter to the Proponent's 1998 Proposal: "IBM
BARRATROUS BLOODY BUGGERS CRIMINALLY BURNED MY BRAIN, MISCREANTLY
BUSTED OUR BUTT, HARASSED, THREATENED, "FIRED," ROB US OF OUR RIGHTS,
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-- ON THE U.S.A.F. B-52 BOMBER & NASA MANNED FLIGHT (e.g. SATURN)
PROGRAMS - SERVICE CONNECTED DISABILITY - ROBBED US OF ALL
OUR RIGHTS, RESOURCES RECOURSE TO CONSTITUTIONAL
"GUARANTEED, UNALIENABLE RIGHTS," RAVAGED OUR LIVES AND
WRONGFULLY FIRED US FOR OUR DUTIFUL PERSEVERANCE TO
PRINCIPLES, ETHICS RULE OF LAW REQUIRED REFUSAL OF CHAIRS'
COERCIVE ULTIMATUM TO GO ALONG WITH, OR BE FIRED BY IBM'S
VENAL M.O.B.LA. IBM'S INIQUITOUS BOONDOGGLE MANAGEMENT'S
MALIGNANT MISPRISION OF BARRATRY, INSATIABLE ARROGATION -
COESSENTIALLY, "IBM'S UNLAWFUL PREDATORY MONOPOLY
(U.S.D.0.J.). THE CHAIR'S RUTHLESS ULTIMATUM WAS ILLEGAL. AS
CHAIR KNEW, IBM DID THE CRIMES, WE - IBM'S VICTIMS - WERE FORCED
BY THE CHAIR TO SUFFER LIFETIMES FOR MISCREANT IBM'S CRIMES!

(See Exhibit H to IBM's no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001 page
1 of 6)(emphasis added)

It is clear that the issues raised in the Proponent's most recent letters are also
the very same ones contained in many of his earlier correspondences. The
Proponent remains enraged at IBM because he was fired by the Company so
many years ago, and he continues to misuse the shareholder proposal process
to get back at the Company, sometimes writing letters to the staff without
copying the undersigned, as | have requested him to do each year.

Anyone already familiar with the Proponent’s history with 1BM, or who reads
through the undersigned’s December 5, 1994, November 30, 1997, December 6,
2000, November 19, 2001 and December 16, 2002 letters to the Commission
regarding such history, can also see that absolutely nothing has changed
between the Proponent and the Company. Moreover, it is crystal clear that the
Proponent is again merely attempting to twist and misuse the stockholder
proposal process to advance his own, self-serving personal ends. This is a
gross misuse of the stockholder proposal process, and a waste of time for both
the Company as well as the staff of the Division of Corporation Finance.

Each of the other letters written by the Proponent over the years -- which have
been included in earlier filings with the Commission -- also make abundantly
clear that the Proponent, in his own mind, has never evened the score with the
Company. The Proponent, through the attempted misuse of the shareholder
proposal process, is once again attempting to hold current IBM management
accountable for his termination from the Company in 1970, and is once again
attempting to employ the shareholder proposal process to air his personal
grievances. ‘

The staff is also painfully aware of this tortured history. As far back as the

Division's letter to the Company dated February 5, 1980, which letter also
addressed this very Proponent, the Division's recognition of misuse of the

(Footnote Continued)

RESOURCE, RECOURSE, PERSECUTE US IN EXTREMIS BECAUSE WE PERSIST IN
ADHERENCE TO PRINCIPLES, ETHICS, CONTRACTS/"BELIEFS", PRO PATRIA AMERICA!
(See Exhibit G to IBM's no-action request letter dated November 19, 2001, page 2 of 9).
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shareholder proposal procedure by this disgruntled former employee was clearly
articulated. The staff's no-action letter stated:

After consideration of the information contained in your letter and the
exhibit thereto, this Division believes that there may be some basis for your
view that the proposal may be omitted in reliance upon Rule 14a-8(c)(4).
In the Division's view, despite the fact that the proposal is drafted in
such a way that it may relate to matters which may be of general
interest to all shareholders, it appears that the proponent is using the
proposal as one of many tactics designed to redress an existing
personal grievance against the Company. (emphasis added)

International Business Machines Corporation (February 5, 1980)

These words again ring true as it applies to the instant Proponent and this year’s

r’roposal, almost twenty-three years (and at least 13 stockholder proposals)
ater.

The Commission long ago established that the purpose of the stockholder
proposal process is "to place stockholders in a position to bring before their
fellow stockholders matters of concern to them as stockholders in such
corporation." Release 34-3638 (January 3, 1945). The purpose of current Rule
14a-8(i)(4) is to allow companies to exclude proposals that involve disputes that
are not of interest to stockholders in general. The provision was developed
"because the Commission does not believe that an issuer's proxy materials are a
proper forum for airing personal claims or grievances." Release 34-12999
(November 22, 1976). In this connection, the Commission has consistently
taken the position, see Proposed Amendments to Rule 14a-8 Under the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 Relating to Proposals by Security Holders,
Exchange Act Release No. 34-19135 (October 14, 1982), that Rule 14a-8(i)(4) is
intended to provide a means for shareholders to communicate on matters of
interest to them as shareholders. In discussing the predecessor Rule [Rule
14a-8(c)(4)], the Commission stated:

It is not intended to provide a means for a person to air or remedy some
personal claim or grievance or to further some personal interest. Such use
of the security holder proposal procedures is an abuse of the security
holder proposal process, and the cost and time involved in dealing
with these situations do a disservice to the interests of the issuer and
its security holders at large.

See Exchange Act Release No. 19135 (October 14, 1982).

it is by now clear beyond peradventure that the Proponent’s personal
grievances, however styled and in whatever format, are of no interest to IBM
stockholders at large.

In this vein, the Commission has recognized that where: (i) a proponent has a
long-standing history of confrontation with a company, and (ii) that history is
indicative of a personal claim or grievance within the meaning of Rule 14a-8(i)(4)
[and its predecessor Rule 14a-8(c)(4)], a proposal may be excludable on this
ground even though, on its face, it does not reveal the underlying dispute or
grievance. See The Southern Company (January 23, 2003); International
Business Machines Corporation (December 18, 2002); Burlington Northern
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Santa Fe Corporation (February 5, 1999)(proposals relating to company’s
operations properly excluded as personal grievance); International Business
Machines Corporation (November 17, 1995)(disgruntied former employee);
Pfizer, Inc. (January 31, 1995)(disgruntled former employee); International
Business Machines Corporation (December 29, 1994); International Business
Machines Corporation (December 22, 1994)(involving the instant, disgruntled
former employee); Cabot Corporation (November 4, 1994; November 29, 1993,
December 3, 1992; November 15, 1991; September 13, 1990; November 24,
1989; November 9, 1988, and October 30, 1985). In its 1994 no-action letter to
Cabot Corporation, the staff specifically permitted Cabot to apply its response to
any future submissions to Cabot of a same or similar proposal by the proponent.
See also Unocal Corporation (March 30, 2000)(recent grant of Cabot type relief
under Rule 14a-8(i)(4)); International Business Machines Corporation (November
22, 1995 and December 29, 1994)(in two separate letters regarding separate
proponents staff permitted both responses to apply to any future submissions to
the Company of a same or similar proposal by same proponents); Texaco. Inc.
(February 15, 1994)(Staff also permitted Texaco to apply personal grievance
ruling to any future submissions of the same or similar proposals by the same
shareholder). The same result should apply here.

The staff has often utilized the personal grievance exclusion to omit proposals in
cases where the stockholders were using proposals as a tactic to redress a
personal grievance against the Company notwithstanding that the proposals
were drafted in such a manner that they could be read to relate to matters of
general interest to all shareholders. See Southern Company (February 12,
1999); Pyramid Technology Corporation (November 4, 1994)(“the proposal,
while drafted to address a specific consideration, appears to be on in a series of
steps relating to the long-standing grievance against the company by the
proponent); Texaco, Inc. (February 15, 1994 and March 18, 1993);
Sigma-Aldrich Corporation (March 4, 1994); McDonald's Corporation (March 23,
1992); American Telephone & Telegraph Company (January 2, 1980). Since
the shareholder proposal process is not intended to be used to air or rectify
personal grievances, we continue to believe Rule 14a-8(i)(4) provides a fully
adequate basis in this case for omitting the instant Proposal from the proxy
materials for the Company's 2004 Annual Meeting. The Company therefore
respectfully requests that no enforcement action be recommended if it excludes
the Proposal pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(4).

. THE PROPOSAL MAY BE OMITTED UNDER RU
AS CONTRARY TO THE PROXY RULES, INCLUDING
RULE 14a-9, WHICH AMONG OTHER THINGS PROHIBITS
VAGUE AND INDEFINITE AS WELL AS FALSE AN
MISLEADING STATEMENTS IN PROXY SOLICITIN
MATERIALS.

LE 14a-8(i)(3)
D
G

Rule 14a-8(i)(3) permits a registrant to exclude a proposal from its proxy
statement if the proposal is either vague and indefinite or materially false and
misleading. Joseph Schlitz Brewing Company (March 21, 1977). This Proposal
is both vague and indefinite as well as materially false and misleading. It is clear
only that the Proponent is seeking retribution against IBM.  Furthermore, the
wealth of unintelligible spin the Proponent has provided -- on events he might be
familiar with -- is both vague and indefinite under Rule 14a-8(i)(3) as well as
materially false and misleadina under Rule 14a-9. Moreover, even if

C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\My Documents\$user2\DOCS\NAPOL2004.1lwp Page 12 of 14




" Securities and Exchange Commission
Page 13

stockholders at large were to otherwise come to know the Proponent and the
true circumstances behind the Proposal, the Company reiterates that our proxy
statement is not the place for the Proponent to be airing these false and
misleading statements, or otherwise venting his frustrations by pointing the finger
at others for his own sorry situation. The instant submission exemplifies what
Rules 14a-8(i)(3) and 14a-9 are designed to address. In the case of NYC
Employees' Retirement System v. Brunswick Corp., 789 F. Supp. 144, 146
(S.D.N.Y. 1992), the court stated: “the Proposal as drafted lacks the clarity
required of a proper shareholder proposal. Shareholders are entitled to know
precisely the breadth of the proposal on which they are asked to vote.” The
instant Proposal is similarly infirm. In addition to being in large part vague and
unintelligible, like the RESOLVED section, the introductory "WHEREAS" section,
together with resolution and the paragraphs following it, together constitute an
amalgam of disjointed statements, materially false and misleading accusations
against IBM and its management, unattributed and unverifiable references to
events known to the Proponent, and other incomprehensible hyperbole. In short,
the submission fails to meet the requirements for a stockholder proposal. While
the Proponent advances his own obtuse claims in the Proposal as factual in
nature, nearly all of it is his opinion, which is not shared by IBM. Moreover, the
few statements contained therein which might be factual are unclear to anyone
not familiar with the Proponent and his IBM history, as well as woefully
incomplete. The Proponent continues to falsely accuse the Company and its
directors and officers of illegal conduct and immoral activities, in a manner which
is directly violative of Rule 14a-9. In this connection, the Commission has
recognized that material which directly or indirectly impugns character, integrity
or personal reputation, or directly or indirectly makes charges concerning
improper, illegal or immoral conduct or associations without factual foundation,
may be omitted under Rule 14a-9. See Note (b) to Rule 14a-9. Inasmuch as we
understand the Proposal and accompanying correspondence to suggest that the
Company, its officers and directors have been engaged in improper, immoral
and/or illegal conduct, the “WHEREAS" paragraph, the RESOLVED paragraph,
and each of the remaining paragraphs in the document should be stricken in
their entirety under Rule 14a-9.

Given all of its multiple infirmities, the Company submits, after having studied the
instant Proposal and each of its component pieces, that it is defective, being
both vague and indefinite as well as materially false and misieading. Neither the
IBM stockholders nor the Company should have to consider this Proposal in any
format. The Company therefore submits that the entire submission should be
omitted under Rules 14a-8(i)(3) and 14a-9, and respectfully requests that no
enforcement action be recommended to the Commission if the Company
excludes both the Proposal and the supporting statement on the basis of Rules
14a-8(i)(3) and 14a-9.

.................

In summary, for the reasons and on the basis of the authorities cited above, IBM
respectfully requests your advice that the Division will not recommend any
enforcement action to the Commission if the Proposal is omitted from IBM's
proxy materials for the 2004 Annual Meeting. We are sending the Proponent a
copy of this letter, thus advising him of our intent to exclude the Proposal from
the proxv materials for the 2004 Annual Meeting. If the staff disagrees with the
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Company's conclusion that the Proposal may be omitted from its 2004 proxy
materials, | request the opportunity to confer with the staff prior to the issuance
of your position. If you wish any further information, please call me at
914-499-6148. Ifthe Proponent elects to file a response to this letter, or initiates
any other correspondence on this matter, the Proponent is hereby respectfully
requested to provide a copy of any such correspondence to the undersigned.

Thank you for your attention and consideration in this matter.
Very truly yours,
N )
Shoed SHS o)
Stuart S. Moskowitz
Senior Counsel
Enclosures
cc: Mr. Patrick F. Napolitano

622 S.E. Degan Drive
Port St Lucie, FL 34983
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Exhibit ‘ !

International Business Machines Corporation (“IBM")

IBM's request to exclude stockholder proposal from
2004 Proxy Statement pursuant to Rule 140-8
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Exhibit B

International Business Machines Corporation (*IBM")

IBM's request to exclude stockholder proposal from
2004 Proxy Statement pursuant to Rule 14a0-8
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29 DEC 1994

RESPONSE OF THE OFFICE OF CHIEF COUNSEL
DIVISION OF CORPORATION FINANCE

Re: International Business Machines Corporation (the "Company") _
Incoming letter dated December 5, 1994

The proposal concerns the Company's Board of Directors and
annual meetings.

There appears to be some basis for your view that the proposal
relates to the redress of a personal claim or grievance or is
designed to result in a benefit to the. proponent or to further a
personal interest, which benefit or interest is not shared with the
other security holders at large. Accordlngly, the Division will
not recommend enforcement action to the Commission if the Company
omits the proposal from its proxy materials in reliance on rule
14a-8{(c) (4). In reaching a position, the staff has not found it
necessary to address the alternative basis for omission upon which
the Company relies. This response shall also apply to any future
submissions to the Company of a same or similar proposal by the
same proponent. The Company's statement under rule 14a-8{(d) shall
be deemed by the staff to satisfy the Company's future obligations
under ‘14a-8(d) with respect to the same or similar proposals

submitted by the same proponent.

Sincerely,

N T

Vincent W. Mathis
Attorney Advisor
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Exhibit c

International Business Machines Corporation (*IBM")

IBM's request to exclude stockholder proposal from
2004 Proxy Statement pursuant 1o Rule 140-8
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unmso STATES |

}
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20549

DIVISION OF
CORPORATION FINANCE

January 15, 2003

Stuart S. Moskowitz

Senior Counsel

Office of the Vice President

Assistant General Counsel -

International Business Machines Corporation
New Orchard Road

Armonk, NY 10504

Re:  International Business Machines Corporation
Incoming letter dated December 16, 2002

Dear Mr. Moskowitz:

This is in your response to your letter of December 16, 2002 concerning a
shareholder proposal submitted to IBM by Patrick F. Napolitano. Noting that the
- proposal appears to be similar to the same proponent’s proposal in International Business

Machines Corporation, December 29, 1994, we believe that the forward-looking relief
that we provided in that earlier response is sufficient to address his recent proposal.
Accordingly, we believe that a specific no-action response is unnecessary.

In connection with this matter, your attention is directed to the enclosure, which
sets forth a brief discussion of the Division's informal procedures regarding shareholder

proposals.

Smcerely,

74/

Martin P. Dunn
Deputy Director

cc:  Patrick F. Napolitano
622 S.E. Degan Dr.
Port Saint Lucie, FL 34983



UNITED STATES

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20549-0402

DiVISION OF
CORPORATION FINANCE

April 8, 2003

Patrick F. Napolitano
622 S.E. Degan Dr.
Port Saint Lucie, FL 34983

Re:  International Business Machines Corporation
Incoming letter dated February 17, 2003

Dear Mr. Napolitano:

This is in response to your letter dated February 17, 2003, which included copies
of letters dated April 7, 2001, December 28, 2002 and January 24, 2003, concerning the
shareholder proposal submitted to IBM by Patrick Napolitano. On January 15, 2003, we
expressed the informal view confirming that the proposal appears to be similar to the
same proponent’s proposal in International Business Machines Corporation, December
29, 1994, and that we believe that the forward-looking relief that we provided in that

earlier response is sufficient to address the recent proposal.

After reviewing the information contained in your letters, we find no basis to

reconsider our position.

Sincerely,

G 7 lmn

Martin P. Dunn
Deputy Director

cc: Stuart S. Moskowitz
Senior Counsel
Office of the Vice President
Assistant General Counsel
International Business Machines Corporation
New Orchard Road
Armonk, NY 10504



Exhibi‘r3

International Business Machines Corporatfion (“IBM")

IBM's request to exclude stockholder proposal from
2004 Proxy Statement pursuant to Rule 140-8

C:\Documents and Settings\Administrator\My Documents\$user2\DOCSexhibittabssecletterstockholderproposals.lwp




% PATRICK F NAPOLITANG -
622 SE DEGAN DR TANO .
PORT ST LUCIE FL 34983-2721 -

SEPT 2 2063 2A5AA

5*4"“/5}[;,“5 *D/»‘KNHSHNO 2/ VIQ CERTIFIED Maw-R*
CEQ-CHAN MAN ~“TBWEsrf,

0 5404 4770
NEW O Relbrpnd Ropod 700/ 1740 o000l 54 4
Armoni NY /0504

Ref: /A Poo PaTierint Amers cAHETITION'S Contin pusa 35 4es 29 MAY 12, July 4,03 75 Pees Gost, 761 olunsino, okl

AR Pedupis s,
‘:J’lZJEFLL;, SiR, Fro W THEDEPTHS 0 ._Dé‘sffqm.lgv VRGENT 4 PPl ForbusTics, FRee Do OUL Li/ES .
IRreFUTy /@6/5, MATTERS ©F /%QC/T,‘ A5 DocomENTED I ZBM CoRPs oFFcinl RecoR 05 ~46 YERRS ~
Continuvm, AVD ACKNousLEDGED By PrBm MANAGEMENT IN TRE Fyssession) awp Knows LEDGE oF
LEM CES-CHpRS, waTsor' s, ConSUBSTANTI AL Collusive CRany Svceessors - C.0.L A, § - Digecto RS ~
MA?lzc/\/A/v[NitSCREAA/T‘MA BiACOATIC MONEY PoweRSTHAT BETRAY laws GoD A¥D &um‘z%wuos ¢
Consppep 'g,'?e/uwvy PERMngTAy TRAUMATIZED ME © X THE MISCRep ¥ T ZBM MALMANAGEM e TS
DeaTd 1RAP They DELBerafely iVSTAUED o0 THE VS INE B-S2 BomBERZ nip i FT SysTEWM ENVIR N -
MENTAL TEST Fic YA Peogrom on w Hick mY Aepfogm ANCE Wop HEH Puss€ frou TP WANAGEMENT
IBEM elaminally SCARRED, SCARE™ A SCREWED s For DEATH, T8 Ce VER {MS‘CREANf Wu@(wufyf 5
Miserpble BoTTS, TeRRoRIZED US IN EXTREWIS ~ DENIGRATED S To ZTBW WATS6NS ViRu/enT] VilE MenasveeD
MLE ZBM M6 81125 KisS o F DEnTH Bous 76 Forcs™ BesiG MaTion oR enDu e ZBM Cs s eed TErwin/atho ) TN
ASsauLteD, intorin pted, DEVIGRATED VS, TREY wiThoul Cus gD DEForcav 6FRicava SE vulaw Uy,
wrwv(FuI/t( Arev vs, ) ISQ’MCE‘D,S/AIJDEZEO/ LBeleb vs RelenTlessly, Avtoczatic 1 phsen) 5 CRonY
Coodhg - ORedsrzs vitwlertly Peefetnts ano ReabetuaTe uo Law L Didbolliwlly ¢o usp, e D
N EXH AE/E CRAAES,  NFERI L ATTLCITES AGRIDST ME 400 MYy Ermurly] VeA FACTA, ZBuS EVIL ON-
LawROL , vt a vires Retwlintion) Por- ov D uhiful Pecesevelance 10y out. Bonp Boe Pao
PR iMPertati/e DuhES T Lows GOD,aew BsuNTEY, DiligEnTly o bmmu the v iRuleoTly
Ve BB Conldaate CHarns (THesneS) Legacy o Fun avereeD 1w Bt 1 nexBpb e cloves -
/N ERNAL AT 1 E5 J At ST LAwS Goo aab Covnbaf, For Diﬂfy HeeesoRsilyen ﬂp‘é"/ft://uﬂ(/ W I 00 .
TRUSTIN G 14 A $ G 0D 74 p0> Counte] ~0uL.LoN VICTIGN S “AND Belisys g, TRuSTING ComdPletiEly T8 4y wntsons,
C’égﬂsmcf' O Fs “ Conliencts « Qe nyses o € LFETIME 5:;ouru'v‘y~ QAL eThical EwlloymenT, 1 emaned
A DEDICATED, D¢ T T FM/%qe‘E’; T AT pmerocs s /f{‘fﬁec—s‘rs,qpp TOWRS s ntEresT ABoIE MY ff/“/,h( 's
vitnd wfenesTs, mved 7o M Y VTTER ChnGRIN-A MoVumENTHL WISTAKYE, For (M TIHE Cou2S€ 6 FEVENTS
(T BECame VERy elena THAT T8 ConP waTsows: C.ok G, ekl ALE THE VERY wol ST OFTHE wo pdos weesT
7’yﬂ,7,uf3, 20D THE Seupce 8 FTBUAS il oM Pote it pauv.-mﬁ’/;‘é’ms Dinrbelis MfPBmmJ—,u(é ATseho hs wt,
As Peesiben, we pPPepded- i VAN ViR Z61) waisop's HYFAED 0 Pen DooR Pm, we THEY pbleateo
To WATSouS-C.0.LAAG. -dlecti RS Cutlable Co-consbienTdes OuBslically Dus vg, Derettoptng
1AW winksons tnexBallle € es-aTnocihes & GansTHvaAudY US Aumeruchr, wTtgas oFAdecpacy
bednees  waTsons O&<tswns RIGHT of. weNG ALe FINAL T NoBopy overTurys Lum‘sw'/ Never!”
Alns Wever! By crenyCol -G (e P?)-Dinectons ot -p8Ject Demonolptiy -pup esPeinily
“Wevenl “BY WAETSows' B FIUMM XED GoUELOWMENT | #lAS, BEthnD cuil Tk Wisons TAEACHEL VS
“BPen- TEAP- Doo ' RARCLENT Ti Rpwancr Closed MinD () L1ES anD Lies THE A8 yss wiHeReEJusT
I CE; TIWTH, TrosT, Homan iy OIES | TEM ForTE desTruckion) o FJus TicE - REWUN oF TENLOR-, (
| EUL TSRS T #{ - BEMYED U'S, DexTrzeyeD 0 Ut VES , 0o et HTS TV Fredow Fra TY omn, FEWL, !
TEzowesd 45 W?Lfﬁﬂé/uf%;g,rgﬂ/ DEForcED EyéﬁZOFou/L R ¢HTS 70 Petoonse- pdcces s~ To ¢
Heres7 G ovety mE, Senvices d2. 0 Fhe als SWoenr 0aTH D uh ES T0 peteaw oupbopsTiTubepndy
Gurtapitezd “unt ernble Ric 13 10 bor Grgess S, EGunl Proteck o FLaws, Habers S, |
102655 OF CLIE prtes - oroms sy PheersaD, Suck Baw§ THeApuse oFo v SUFfEM 16, SAGLIEIC IR ‘
s uPdm:.—J»(‘A: Cotrutes (NVoluy 1o § ary, fus & - Defonced HABERS Corfos - To THE De/as Tt G INEX=
0 5 8l Grines [EuseeotioN oF us,, woxticad s « Wm0 £u's Riae 0 0 F TETV0R, Leirey oF 1y @mrrts )
ConsP 260 PERPrtaptie ps AGansTos B y Wi ke wakon, cgueisosly P ArtvadeD agy »3TUS By ColA-G- .
THE PREWNSES ClAMSERARGES 4G arvST TG M -0Feui Bo u/,tga £ 10 Bltuns Pufhtar fuecct!
ARE Factonl o EerynenT Legal wienT- BASED 14 Comstituto O Lat, it alies, Have ,yot CAmpoT
Be Lerites Byzaw, DESHFE 6 1S vibpo oL CopOUK 1w 53U PPacs 5 16 - pahérsanT his Lusiow SA10 (ET: ﬁws?.
SR, wz:’/lﬂwzf;gpl. 70 You Port LosTice, oul Bzeed oM oo livEs. L W Yo Plense RIGHTLEWMS wre p6s .
WE DESERVE Re/nstatemenT Cssvee .y 8, Flense aviise ys THE oond 6Foun NGueo ausion ~48 YEHES
fovr tmumesi ate Refhy 15 Regoesten, ikl Syucensty, (et T U o
GoPY'! PRES CEBRGE w BYUSH- U tE thoust

4

ATTACRMENT "ReViving Hasa” SafeTdn  [oF 2



ATTAC ManNT"ZBM Faluis sao SEPT2, 2003

+

T B

s-point would

B
BE
Q-
m&@ﬁ " T fadr
82 “pressured by Congress
&oo ‘with less and ‘meet
gEs . budget cuts. This siggests
S5 B " ‘bia'board didn’t toucho
Ho5 L , Explor

s

&
e e e | fionat answer should be: Batk - i
I " . —_— 2 - - i . | ‘» V : ‘ . :
(10////4 Eullogers ATZAW o uTiHe Sptuen (eGlidd, i craily Co a0, € lhallerded /MIQUTOVS
THE USAF. 13-52 (Bowber PeaC 2 f}o—é = DuTiFuily, o b e 6F THMS Luialive DU ES,
ZBu{ WIS CRe AT WA W A6 EWErTS up bpwfol., Dl BERIIE D&l ord 0T = ipiie v E
EGRET ) 00S Urblatrens o EConTtac 18 Ly s, og Fals€ s g ct-Coefoitnde w,hupa:mnf FraavD,
i s S A Wy A6Solu‘]lsTS_ ‘REIGN oF TY R0 TRAMSCENDIW
IR, DESELRATION ~Annii HilaTie o © FTHE Fouriorn G et ",%76/3_%61##1‘8»»(5 Szaom( Bk, 7 PaoresTE
Via aldan del ¢ Ta B Ellavd M1 eREANT HIS vitimaTu M1 TS FBMS unlawFul PREVATORY wono Pely way o



